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ABSIR ACT 

ft survey was undertaker in Hcuston^ T»xas# of 
participants in a joint asc^rt ainfflen*". session* The sfssion had been 
fl^ilgnd to elici^ coaaint frofl conmurity leaders for broadcast m^dia 
which mt^ gathering in!orfliatlon as part ot theit lic^nsi renewal 
ptoa^BB* Those coaaunity Isadtrs and representa tives of the broadcast 
fadilltiea who had participated in th€ joint ascertainment surtrsy 
w^r^ laailed questionnaires about their participation. It was found 
that the comniunity leaders believed that there was value to the 
procftsSf that th%tr p ar^ticlpation would havt an iinpact on prograni 
a^cisions^ that the broadcastics were interested in iihat they had to 
say^ and that th%y wera willing to participate in th€ future* There 
was a general epinion that nore questicnt of a sp^cijEic nature should 
hav^ hm^ti asked. The broaflcastsri felt that the process was valuable^ 
believed that th^ coroiaiinity leaders were interested In participa ting^ 
endorsed the concept c£ joint ascerta iroe nt^ and Indicatefl their 
willingness to participate again* (TJ) 



* Ripreduct ions iapplled by EDRS are the best that can be made * 

* fron the original docuBents * 



ERLC 



■ DURATION AWILMM 
NAriOMALiNlfifUfldP 
«DUCAfi9N 

Ufli DOCUiMtNT NAi iilN WlPSQ. 

ouCtp fHACTty Ai ftieiiviD mom 

TNI Pl»|0NSPlD«Q*Nll^^flDNO«IQlN. 
AtlNQl? |«@lNT|aP Vie^ a» OPINIONS 
ItAfeD DO N9T NfCiiUlilLy 
SiNt OFFICIAL NATIONAL INITITUTI OF 
fQUCATi^M l<Oliri6N 0l^ POL (€¥ 



ASCERTAINING COMhnJNlTV LEADERS^ AN ALrERNATIVE METHOD 



■piRMISSlON TO RiPRODUCE THIS 
MATiniAL HAS BiEN GRANTiD BV 

Mark Johnson 



TO THE EDUCATIONAL RiSOUflCES 
INFORMATION CENTiR (ERIC)/' 



Hark Johnson Ph*D 
Faculty of R-TV-F 
School of Conimuntca tlon 
Unlverilcy of Houston, 
Houston j imHBm 7' V." ^ + 



ASCERTAlNiNd COMMUNITY LEADERS I AN ALTERNATIVE METHOD 



The Federal ComrnuntcfitlOTis Comml«iBlan ha^ dcivuiopdd the concept 
of coRimunicy nBccrtalnTnGnc since 1960 from a vnflue raqulrument to a 
apaclflc license renewal raandacc. At ftrsc a formal procesB for 
ascertaining the nufids of the service area was t\ot cotisldGred neceaaary. 
The deCerminatlan of the community's needs could be accomplished, 
according to the former line of thought of the CommlBslon, by '-longtlmo 
local residonee and fanitllartty with community affalrs"i^ 

The FCC-s, Public Notice of AuRuat 22, 1968 , ''Ascartalnment of 
CoiraBunity Needs by Broadcast AppllcantB" set forth methodologies and 
suggeatod ways to ascertain community leaders. If thi proccBs was 
eonductad In "good faith" it was theorized that the raeultlng program 
decisions would be rooted In the needs of tho service area« In 1971, 
"The Primer on Ascertainnient of Problems by BrQadcaat Applicants" with 
a supplemental "Report and Order" set forth very speelflc requirements 
on how ascartainment should be done. 

There are two basic steps In the asaertalnment process i ascertainment 

of the general public and ascertainment of community leaders* Most of 

the '-how to do it advice" either from the Commission or other groups 

such as the National Association of Broadcasters is concerned with the 

requirement to contact the general public and this type of general 

ascartainnent research Is not substantially different ffom other 
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forms of survey and oplnloii research* 

Difficulties arise in developing a plan for the ascertainment of 
conmunlty leaders. The Federal Co^smunications Coramlasion provides 



m "Community Undars Cheekllst" lleitlng twenty catOBorlc^ of "Icadof ship** 

from whioh Input should bo sauBhts dep^iidlng on the compoaitloii of tbfc 

servlcu n^'A, Thn FCC furthur '^HUg^eatH** the numbar of catiiplcjted 

Intervlewa to bo RAtharyd In mch mnrktu: hI^u, Thu CommliiBlon ruqulrua 

that 50% of the Interviews be dona hy •*maiiaRemant'* categary personnel, 

those people who at leaat In theory are making the proRf attuning doctslDiis. 

Doaplco those guidelines the IflBUc still e^clsta am to whether forfflal 
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ascertalninent procedufea, especially of community Icadera, is desirable. 
Controversey swlrli around the coTicapt of **joint aacertalninent" of 
coimunlty leadersi especially In the large media markets* From the 
broadcaatcrs point of vleWp Joint ascertainment has many advantages: It 
Is a more afflcient use of man hourSp especially of tnanagemant porsomel, 
seeondi It saves time and anergy» hopefully, with no less of effectiveness, 

Slnllar beneflcs accrue to the community leaders* Hany are quite 
open about their disinterest In being beselged by numerous representatives 
of brDadeaet facilities who easentlally ask the same questions* For 
eommunlty leaders in large marketSp joint aacertalnnent is a more efftelent 
use of their time and in some cases Is the only format under which they 
will participate. 

Opponents of jQint ascertalnmenc include the Office of Communications 
if the Uniced Church of Christ and the National Black Media Coalition. They 
feel that the "town meeting'* is no subatltute for f ace-to-^face Interviews. 
Their contention is that the coTOunity leaders will have more Ifflpact and 
a more attentive audience if ascertalnnent is a form of cue on one coMunicai 

However, NBMC Is not alwayi consistent. They have previously stated 
that "we know we are asking for more talking' which Is what ascertainment 



l9 aud net for wore program purfotiiiAncc which ia wlitit we really want. 

Bucausp wc hnvQ been shown bo Buch cllarespece by all raedla we do not 
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care what racthods Ate used to get thio performnnco . 

The pgdoriil Communlcatlonfl Cominiasion nllows broflilcaatet'g to 
partlclpatu in Joint nscortfllnnonc ventures;^ but the tone of gome 
FCC stoteraenta Indicates a lack of true enthuBlnsm for this type of 
endeavor. 

All broadcast llcenaes In the Houston, Texas Media MarkQc < 6 
eelcvlslon, 30 radio, both coimercial and non-commercial) were required 
to file ior llcenso ronewol on April 1, 1977. Given the large size of 
thfi market, the number of outlets and Che past problems In gaining 
co-operation from some categories of community leadBrs, Houston Area 
Broadcasters proposed and received permisaion from the Federal Communications 
Coranisalon to conduct joint ascertainment to obtain some of their quota 
of Interviews. Community leaders were invited to a foruoi where with 
the assembled represencatlves of the broadcast licenseea. 

The community leaders were asked to comnenC on the problems and needs 
of the Houston Area, after which there was a quest lon-and-aniwer session. 
The ground rules wore that questions should be framed so as to encourage 
Input and commentary on the part of the leaders, not to engage them In 
a debate on the role of the electronic media In Houston. The purpose 
of this research was to evaluate the face-to-face process from the 
perspectives of the broadcasters And the eownunlty leaders and to begin 
to address the problems raised by Krasnow and Quale". . .whether formal 

ascertalnfaent procedures are philosophically desirable or praccically 
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effective , 
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METHODOLOGY 

The University of Houston Campus Rfldlc Station, KUHF-FM, partic- 
ipated in the Houston Area Broadcascers Joint Ascertalnraent Survoyp The 
list of community luadera invited and lntervli*wed by all the broadcaBtars 
was obtained from the local public access fila* 

Each partlclpanc was sonC a ten--ltem questionnaire asking them to 
asaoas their eKparlence^ The questionnaires ware majled in less than 
two weeks after the coniplecion of the intervlQWSi The format was a comBlned 
operi end| yes/no and rnultlplc cholee. One hiindred and fiftenii mailings 
ware mAde with stamped i self-addressod return envelopes* The total responsa 
was 87* A cover letter explaining the nature of the project was Included, 
It was e^cplalned chat this research was neither commissioned by Houiton 
Afoa Broadcastars nor vas It part of any aeccrtalnment process* Joint 
of individual. The anonjrmoua nature of the repllas vas guaranteed, 

k questionnaire with similar Items regarding the conraunlcatlon process » 
but with changes appropriate to represent the other side of the table was 
sent to each of the broadcast facilities who participated in the queationlng 
proceaa. Response for the "Broadcasters Assessment" totalled 22, All 
data was tabulated and correlational analysis was p&rfaraed« 

RESULTS-COhfl^NITY LEADERS 
The community leaders were asked to Identify themselves only by 
checking the leadership category they belonged to as defined by the 
Federal Coimnunlcatlona Commlsalon Checklists Unfortunately the 
information gained under thia category was not usable. Although each 
coaimunlty leader was invited as a resprescntatlve of some specific 
orgdnl^aclon or group » most of then perceived themselves in a multlfaceted 
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role and indicated several AtQati of leadership activity. 

Wxan flaked why tht»y partlelpatcJ In aommunlty Asccrtalnmont: 552 
Indicated that they were specifically asked, 1B% volunteered to ropreaent 
their particular organisation, 9% wore aesignGd; had parcleipatecl 
bcfora, either In Houaton or In Bome othur community, 93% would bo willing 
to participate agatni 72% Indicated that the broadcaaters were "interested 
in what I had to sayi 87% Celt that there was value to the process and 73% 
said that their parttclpatlon would have an impact on program decisions. 

A total of 872 approved of having ascertainment done on a joint as 
opposed to individual basia. There was, howeveri a general feeling 
that more specific questions should be askedi 

RESULTS - BROADCASTERS 

60% of the respondents represented a television station or a radio- 
television combination; 86% were specifically asked to participate; 82% 
had done it before and all were willing to do it again; 91% stated that 
the comsunlty leaders "were interested in participating"; 59% felt that 
the process was valuable, while 41% said that "It may be of some value"; 
82% endorsed tUe concupt of Joint aecertalnment , however, only 64% felt 
that a foriaal aaeertainment process was neeesaary, 

PEARSON CORRELATIONS 

Community leaders who had participated in previous ascertalnraant 
procedures were the most likely to feel that their participation would 
have some Impact oa program decisions, this willtngnGss to participate 
also correlated with the belief that the broadcasters were interested 
in listening. The belief that the broadcasters were interested, the feeling 
that the process was valuable and would have an Inpact on program decisions 
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were olL highly tntorcorrdlated. 

From the brDndcastcrfl pcrHpcctlvdi beinB from a tclGVlBlon or 
radio^-talovliilon facility carrelatcad withdiu fuellnB that the procoss was 
wDrthwhlU und wUh nn Interyst in doing It again. 



OVEMLL RESPONSE TABULATIONS 

BroadCaBters 



Previously part Icipa ted 

Based on this OKpcjrlence» 
would participate again ; 

Felt that the othor party 

was Inccrested in bQlng there* 

Felt that the proeeis was 
valuable i 

Felt that "Joint" proceedure 
was corrtct^ 

Felt that forrnal flscertalnnient 
was unnecessary » (llQensees only) 



82^ 



n% 

59% 
62% 
36% 



Coimunity Leaders 
64% 

92% 

73% 

87% 



N for Broadcasteri * 22 

N for Commufilty Leaders ^ 87 
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DISCUSSION 

DespUe some Intent rcsorvatlona on the pnrt of tlio Fudurul Conunuu lea t tony 
ConiinlaBlon nnd mma tmtM obvlouH ruMurv.it luiuj fin flic piirt of mwM «roupsi 
as Clio UnitiHl Church of Chrlat niiil cliu Niit tonnl ni;i<;k Mutllu ConUtloti, 
joint nsccrtnlnment of commuriicy luuilura Im nppurgntly u vlnblu niulihod 
for accomplishlnn part of tho nst-urt/i Inmisnt requlreinunt In chu liiruu mud la 
tnarkccs ■ 

Initial obBorv.itloiVS must Inclucle comment on the "Cornniunlty Lcndorfl 
Checklist" provldfld by the FCC. AlthouRh the Commtsslon would like to 
pigeonhole communicy loadefa into neat catecorlcs, the offlciola theraselvos, 
refuse to be ao limited. Each community loaders was Bpeclflcally invited 
to represent one parcleiuUr interest classification, on the questionnaire, 
they were asked to "identify" themselves by chocking one leadership 
category. This they declined to do with such consistency, that no comparaslons, 
tabulations or analyaes, could be made on the basis of leadership category. 
Although the Commission speaks often about how it will not "substitute" 
its Judgment for tho Judgment of the local licensee, It has a priori, 
determined that a unified, nationwide system of classifying civic and 
coOBnunlty leaders can be the basis for ascertainment. This decision, at 
least as It applies to the Houston Market, if faulty.^ 

As the results indicate, both the broadcasters and the community 
leaders, most of whom had experience in ascertainment before, approved 
of the method: bringing together the assembled representatives of the 
broadcast outlets with the local leaders. 

Additionally, there was an overwhclniing willingness to participate 
again. Of course, a good deal of this favorable attitude can no doubt 
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be accounted for by the ccnnotny of tlmi! ami uffurt Involved, tt Is very 
time coTiBumlng m6 tnefftclcnt In *i tnarki-t of flomo 36 UconBUGa co hnvo 
each of tlicm arranclng Intcrvlt'Wfi with caauut lolly the aamu i>copU'. 

From thf \)olx\t of vtuw of tlm cnmmiuilty Icndura, thiM Jh np,n»ti it 
more efficient method of paftielriitlnfi In cHu ilcunno runcWfil procoHrt. 
Many people, uBpoulnlly In tho political and govcrmnentnl .irGnns, find 
It onnoying to bo bcacioed by reprosuntntivoB of each station who ask the 
Baoe questions. Broadcnators often find It difficult to gai" comnunlty 
participation duo to thla tlmo-coiioumlng and rupreltlvc nature of tho 
flscortftlnmenc proeesa. The ^aluc of the Joint proceduro la clearly 
underscored by the ullllngnoas of tho community ICQders to participate 
IntJie future. 

It would be both Inaccurate and unfair to declared the joint 
nscertainment procoss a succooa almply because It was a convelnt way to 
"get tt over with". Significantly, both the conOTunlcy leaders and 
the broadcasters had the feellns chat the "other side" wanted to be 
there and were listening to whot was being said. Also the corainunlty 
leaders felt that their participation would have Impact on programming 
decisions. This In in theory, the crux of ascertainments the soliciting 
of opinions to utilize In prograrn jddRments. The Federal Communications 
Commission stress "localnesa" to such an extent, that data, such as 
la in evidence here, should clearly outweigh any reservations held by 
''national'' groups, such as UCC and WBMC. 

The conmunlty leaders of the Houston Market are indicating that joint 
asctttalnmcnt is fulfilling a number of their needs, including the 
reason for the existence of the asccrtalnroent process in the first places 
the dettrmi nation of the problems of the viewing area. Critics of the 
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process must flUo bortr lu mlm\, that while the broadenrtt llcensseg arc 
dbUgfliUid to conduct dscertoltiraent of thoBP tlcftigriAttHl by the FCC an 
**icftdari^'S the Irtttor groupB arc under no obllg.itlcm to jiart iGlpiite 
unci hnye liidicattnl a grmt ruluctnnce to bo pntt of Itulls/ldUiiL ubcui LalumuuL 

The ovemll thumt* of the bfoadciistors' reaponsc-* wny consistcMit with 
that ttf tlu^ commuiiUy Igadera* They appro\^cd of tho format -iinl felt rhnt 
Che proccaa was worthwhlla* The corrclutlonB indicate that thosu ruBpondonta 
wha teptoacntad a multiple outlet were stronBOSt In thoir iipprdval of 
Joint Ascertainment ^ 

Agalfti It must be amphflsl^ed that the fact that Joint aaeertalnroent 
Is a mote efficient u^e of time and man power doca not olono aecount for 
Approval of tliO process by thft partlelpants* There are consistent correlations 
between varlablea that gave the reapondenti the opportunity to eKprcsa 
thftr feelings «a to the value of participation, the impact that It would 
have on programs and the belief that both sides of the table conveyed to 
each otbor thG feeling that the group wanted to be there* If locaLness 
aeans anythlngi it must follow that the needs of this market and the 
fulfillwant of the aseertainnient mandate are being met by allowing 
broadcasters to conduct their community leader survey on a collective basis* 

Despite the fact thftt there is talk about and acknowledgment of the 
need to correctly Identify "conwiunity leaders" and categorize thern^ the 
current proceis as guided by the FCC Checklist la inadequate- Finally, 
Che major criticism of the process by the local officials was that the 
questions did not allow them to be ipecific enough in identifying problem 
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areas and offering fiugftrstlons ab to tho -^ncuda** of tlic ranrkct. This 
finding iupporta the fGcent rGHciarch ot llyllor when ahc dQtcrmlnGd 
that ft better fflLuhod of Bpucifying ptoblemB was nucdodi But first, 
thf* correct proplo must be Identified and contacted. Taking thoac 
rcsuUa in light nf the concept of localncflB md the flndlngB of 
othur readarchcrtM the following concluslona can be drawn^ 

1* Joint ascdrtatnmont ii an efficient fnanagement technique in the 

targe media markets. 
2« Joint aaeertalnmcnt allows both tho community leaders and the 

broodcaBteri to internet Irt a manner that they feel la mutually 

beneficial. 

3, Participation in and a favorable uttitute towarda coMiunity 
ascertainnitnt will be cndouraged through the combined efforts 

of licenseaa In Implementing the data gained from aeeertalnment . 

4, The Federal Conrnunications Cdmmlaslon and the National Aseoclatlon 
of Broadcasters should encourage the concept of joint ascertaintnint 
and seek to refine the proceis* 

5, Refinements should includes (a) correctly Identifying community 
leaders, (b) making the questions more specific and (c) studying 
joint ascertainment meetings from an interpersonal communicatlona 
perspective. 
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